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Permanent Allies? The Canada-US Defence Relationship
in the 21st Century’

Andrew Richter

Canada and the United States have been close defence allies for 70 years. That
cooperation has spanned participation in World War Two, the Korean War, the Cold War,
the creation (and half-century maintenance) of a bilateral air defence command (NORAD),

the first Gulf War, and most recently, the war on terrorism.? However, there are

1 The author would like to thank the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada
(SSHRC) for providing a grant that has funded the larger project upon which this paper is based. I also
wish to thank the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars (Washington, DC), where I
undertook much of the initial research for this paper. I would also like to thank, for their suggestions and
advice, David Biette; Christopher Sands; the audiences at sessions at both the 2008 Canadian Political
Science Association conference in Vancouver and the 2009 Midwest Political Science Association
conference in Chicago, where I presented earlier drafts of the paper; the two anonymous reviewers of this
journal; and the editors of JMSS. Any errors are the author’s own.

2 Readers might note that the Obama administration has stopped using the terminology of the Bush
administration with regards to the US effort against global terrorism. Indeed, the very use of the word
“terrorism” has largely ended, and in its place, officials have moved to the less politically charged phrase
“man-made (or man-caused) disasters”. The change was first made clear in March 2009 by the new
Secretary of Homeland Security, Janet Napolitano. In response to a question about whether terrorism still
posed a threat to the US, Secretary Napolitano remarked “I presume there is always a threat from
terrorism. In my speech [to Congress in February], although I did not use the word “terrorism’, I referred
to ‘'man-caused disasters’. This is perhaps only a nuance, but it demonstrates that [this administration]
wants to move away from the politics of fear toward a policy of being prepared for all the risks that can
occur.” See “Away from the Politics of Fear: Interview with Homeland Security Secretary Janet
Napolitano,” Spiegel International, March 16, 2000, (www.spiegel.de/international/world.htm, accessed
September 5, 2009),
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indications that the relationship today is weakening. This paper will examine two critical
issues -- the 2005 Canadian decision to reject participation in the US missile defence
program, and Canada’s persistent low level of military expenditures and the effect that
low spending has had on the Canadian Forces (CF) -- that combined suggest a significant
decline in the relationship. At the same time, the paper notes that there are some recent
positive signs, in particular the current increase in Canadian defence spending and
mission in Afghanistan,® that indicate a possible improvement, albeit one that may be tied
to the electoral prospects of the Conservative government of Stephen Harper, which could
face another election as early as this fall.* Ultimately, the paper argues that the bilateral
defence relationship is essentially a barometer of the larger political one, and a decline in

the former is normally reflective of a weakening in the latter.

Before examining the specific issues, though, some context should be established.
While I believe that the bilateral defence relationship is waning (and has been for some
time), that is not to say that the security alliance is nearing its end.® Canada and the US
have one of the most complex and multi-faceted relationships in the world, and it is to be
expected that the defence component of it would ebb and flow over time. Indeed, the

bilateral relationship has so many other aspects to it -- including a complex and enormous

3 For a comprehensive look at Canada’s involvement, see Janice Gross Stein and Eugene Lang, The
Unexpected War: Canada in Kandahar, (Toronto: Viking Canada, 2007). Also see Alexander Moens,
“Afghanistan and the Revolution in Canadian Foreign Policy,” International Journal, vol. 63, no. 3, (Summer
2008) and Jim Keeley, “Should We Stay or Should We Go? Canada and Afghanistan,” Journal of Military and
Strategic Studies, vol. 10, no. 2, (Winter 2008), (www.jmss.org, accessed December 6, 2008).

4 At the time of writing (September 2009), the government'’s electoral prospects changed almost daily.
Early in the month, Liberal leader Michael Ignatieff announced that his party would no longer support
the Conservatives, and would vote against it at the first opportunity. Given that both the NDP and the
Bloc Quebecois had previously announced their intention to vote against the government (dating from
the time of their coalition agreement with the Liberals in December 2008), it seemed virtually certain that
the government would be defeated early in the fall session of Parliament. However, on September 18, the
government survived a confidence motion with the surprise support of both the NDP and the BQ. That
said, there are several other confidence motions planned for the fall, any one of which could trigger an
election. See “Ignatieff's Double Dare,” Maclean’s, September 14, 2009, and “Layton Delves into
Uncharted Waters to Keep Harper Afloat,” The Globe and Mail, September 19, 2009.

5 Canada and the US have signed 80 treaty-level defence agreements and more than 250 memoranda of
understanding. For recent accounts of the relationship, see Kim Richard Nossal, “Defence Policy and the
Atmospherics of Canada-US Relations: The Case of the Harper Conservatives,” The American Review of
Canadian Studies, vol. 37, no. 1, (Spring 2007); Bernard Stancati, "The Future of Canada's Role in Hemispheric
Defence," Parameters, vol. 36, no. 3, (Autumn 2006); and Christopher Sands, “An Independent Security Policy
for Canada in the Age of Sacred Terror?,” in Brian Bow and Patrick Lennox (eds.), An Independent Foreign
Policy for Canada? Challenges and Choices for the Future, (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 2008).
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trade relationship, vast social and cultural ties, a common history and language, etc. -- that
it often seems to operate outside of any governmental control or regulation. Thus, while
the defence alliance is declining, I do not believe that either it or the larger relationship

upon which it is based is in danger of permanently rupturing.

In addition, it should be emphasized that the defence relationship has never
remained static in the post-war period, having gone through periods where it was
particularly strong (ie., the Pearson years and the Mulroney decade) and those where it
was rife with tensions and disagreements (ie., the Diefenbaker and Trudeau periods).®
Thus, there is nothing inherently “unusual” about a decline in the relationship, provided
that the trust and sense of mutual cooperation and understanding that are at its centre is
not violated. I am convinced that this trust has not been breached, and thus it is likely --
perhaps certain -- that the downturn will eventually be reversed. Indeed, as noted, there
are reasons to believe that this process has already begun, although it is rather tenuous,

and open to disruption by developments in either country.

That said, the decline in the defence relationship has not emerged out of a vacuum
for, in point of fact, the broader bilateral relationship declined during the tenure of former
Prime Minister Jean Chrétien. Chrétien came to office determined to maintain some
distance between Ottawa and Washington, the (supposed) lack of which had been the
primary criticism of his predecessor, Brian Mulroney.” Thus, from 1993 until 2005
(including the two year tenure of his Liberal successor, Paul Martin), the relationship grew
increasingly strained, reaching its low point when Canada decided to stay out of the Iraq
war. In general, the US had little time or patience for the Canadian policies of "human
security" and "soft power”, nor did it support several Canadian foreign policy initiatives
during this decade -- including a treaty on landmines and the establishment of an

International Criminal Court -- that seemed to pit the US against many of its traditional

¢ For a recent account of these periods, see Brian W. Tomlin, Norman Hillmer, and Fen Osler Hampson,
“Streams in the Defence Policy Process,” in Tomlin, Hillmer, and Hampson, Canada’s International Policies:
Agendas, Alternatives, and Politics, (Don Mills: Oxford University Press, 2008). See also J.L. Granatstein, “A
Friendly Agreement in Advance: Canada-US Defence Relations Past, Present, and Future,” C.D. Howe
Institute Commentary, no. 166, (June 2002) and Joel Sokolsky, “The Bilateral Defence Relationship with the
United States,” in David B. Dewitt and David Leyton-Brown (eds.), Canada’s International Security Policy,
(Scarborough: Prentice-Hall Canada, 1995).

7 Andrew Richter, "From Trusted Ally to Suspicious Neighbour: Canada-US Relations in a Changing Global
Environment," The American Review of Canadian Studies, vol. 35, no. 3, (Autumn 2005), p. 486.
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allies.®

Further, it was not only specific issues that suggested a weakening of the
relationship. A series of Canadian public comments around the time of the Iraq war
strongly hinted at tensions between the two countries. These statements® reflected a
growing sense of disdain towards our southern neighbour, feelings that could not help but
complicate the defence relationship (in addition, Canadian public attitudes toward the US
were changing as well?). While anti-Americanism has long been a staple of Canadian
political culture, the shrillness of some of the comments was startling. And while military
historian Jack Granatstein has noted that "on one level, a modicum of anti-Americanism is
necessary for Canadian survival,"!! I believe the comments reflected something novel, a
Canadian sense of superiority combined with scorn for both (former) President George W.
Bush and (at least for some) the country he led. There can be little doubt that the
statements stung many Americans, and may have contributed, in turn, to an altered sense

of how many of them viewed Canada.

8 For a review of Canadian foreign policy under Chrétien, see Graham Fraser, “Liberal Continuities: Jean
Chrétien’s Foreign Policy, 1993-2003,” in David Carment, Fen Osler Hampson, and Norman Hillmer
(eds.), Canada Among Nations 2004: Setting Priorities Straight, (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press,
2004). For a discussion of the differing conceptual approaches of Canada and the US toward “soft
power”, see Mark Proudman, “Soft Power Meets Hard: The Ideological Consequences of Weakness,” in
Carment, Hampson, and Hillmer (eds.), Canada Among Nations 2003: Coping With the American Colossus,
(Don Mills: Oxford University Press, 2003).

9 Three comments stood out: (1) Liberal Member of Parliament Carolyn Parrish said she "hated” American
"bastards"; (2) Francois Ducros, Jean Chrétien’s Communications Director, was overheard by reporters
calling US President Bush a "moron" at a NATO forum; and (3) Herb Dhaliwal, the Minister of Natural
Resources, said that President Bush was letting the world down by not being a "statesman".

10 A 2005 PEW Research Center study revealed that the percentage of Canadians with a favorable view of the
US declined from 72 per cent in 2002, to 63 per cent in 2003, to 59 per cent in 2005. The study noted that the
“poll finds Canadians holding increasingly negative views of both the US and the American people.” See
Pew Global ~Attitudes Project, "US Image wup Slightly but Still Negative," June 23, 2005,
(http://pewglobal.org/reports/display.php, accessed September 20, 2009). More surprisingly, a 2008 BBC poll
found that only 27 per cent of Canadians had a positive view of the US, while 62 per cent had a negative one.
See J.L. Granatstein, “Looking East? Yes, But Canada’s Future is Still American,” The Globe and Mail, May 26,
2008. For additional recent details on Canadian attitudes toward the US, see Nik Nanos, “Canadians Agree,
we're America’s Best Friend; they're less sure a Threat to the US also Threatens Canada,” Policy Options, vol.
30, no. 4, (April 2009).

11 J L. Granatstein, Whose War is it? How Canada can Survive in the Post-9/11 World, (Toronto: Harper Collins
Publishers, 2007), p. 86.

12 A 2004 PEW study found that American attitudes toward Canada had changed quite dramatically between
2002 and 2003. In 2002, 83 per cent of Americans had a favourable opinion of Canada, but that number
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An additional complicating factor in the bilateral relationship was the tendency
toward unilateralism in the Bush administration, a preference that was essentially
proclaimed in both Presidential speeches and official documents like the National Security
Strategy of the United States (2002 and 2006'%). Indeed, even before the events of September
11, 2001, President Bush had dismissed international agreements including the Kyoto
accord on global warming, the Biological Weapons Convention, and the Comprehensive
Nuclear Test Ban Treaty. In the post-9/11 environment, this unilateralist tendency grew
stronger, with the US government demonstrating that it would not be restrained by either
international law or established norms from taking actions that it believed would protect
the US homeland from further attacks.

With regard to the continental defence relationship, American scholar Bernard
Stancati has written that in the aftermath of the terrorist attacks, the Department of
Defense (DoD) moved aggressively to take the lead in determining how the US would
behave and operate with regards to its security alliance with Canada.’> While DoD has
made some attempts to involve Canada in post-9/11 security architecture, there are
questions about how genuine these efforts have been. Combined with decades of
spending cuts that have left the CF in a badly weakened position (see Part II below), the
US tendency toward unilateralism in continental defence raises additional doubts about

the future of the security alliance.!® That said, given the wide-ranging criticism directed

slipped to 65 per cent the following year. See Pew Global Attitudes Project, "Americans and Canadians: The
North American Not-so-Odd Couple," January 14, 2004, (http://pewglobal.org/commentary/ display.php,
accessed September 17, 2009). Reflecting this shift, a 2004 poll conducted by Maclean’s found that 12 per cent
of Americans reported that their view of Canada had worsened over the previous year. Of these, 47 per cent
said this was because Canada had not supported the US in Iraq and did not seem committed to fighting
terrorism. See “Canada-US Relations Poll: Taking the Pulse,” Maclean’s, May 3, 2004.

13 See President George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America,
(Washington: The White House, 2002) and President George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the
United States of America, (Washington: The White House, 2006). Reflecting the option of unilateralism in
US security policy, the 2002 NSS notes that “while the United States will constantly strive to enlist the
support of the international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our
right of self-defense.”

14 See, for example, Ivo Daalder and James Lindsay, America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in Foreign
Policy, (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 2003). For a more recent account of President Bush’s
foreign policy, see Robert Swansborough, Test By Fire: The War Presidency of George W. Bush, (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2008).

15 Stancati, p. 108.

16 As Bernard Brister has recently written, “[the] trend is clearly away from a partnership approach to
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against American unilateralism over the past several years, there is a strong likelihood that
President Barack Obama will be more agreeable to bilateral/multilateral approaches, and
there is a widespread expectation that the new administration will attempt to mend
relations with allies that may have been damaged during the Bush years. This expectation
is particularly strong in Canada, where anger and frustration toward the Bush

administration was quite intense.!”

While this paper will not examine all of these developments, they help form its
backdrop. It should also be noted that the broader bilateral relationship has, in fact,
improved considerably over the past few years, largely coinciding with the Harper
government's tenure in Ottawa. Prime Minister Harper came to office in January 2006
determined to strengthen the relationship and reverse some of the damage that had been
done under the previous Liberal government(s).’® In that regard, he has largely succeeded
-- the tone of the relationship has changed, some long-standing disputes have been
resolved (foremost among them softwood lumber), and at the public level the relationship

seems to be on increasingly solid ground."

continental security and toward a unilateral one, or a lopsided partnership with Canada assuming a
subordinate position.” See “When Perpetuity Doesn’t Mean Forever: The Approaching Demise of
NORAD,” Policy Options, vol. 29, no. 1, (December 2007 — January 2008), p. 80.

17 For recent accounts of how the Obama administration is likely to approach Canada (and vice versa),
see Colin Robertson, “Mr. Harper Goes to Washington: A Policy Update Paper,” CDFAI Research Paper,
September 2009, (www.cdfai.org, accessed September 4, 2009); John Manley, “Obama and Harper: A New
Beginning,” Policy Options, vol. 30, no. 4, (April 2009); Derek H. Burney, “Engaging Obama,” Policy
Options, vol. 30, no. 4, (April 2009); and Denis Stairs, “Managing the Canada-US Relationship in the
Obama Era,” The Dispatch, vol. 6, no. 4, (Winter 2008), (www.cdfai.org/newsletters/
newsletterwinter2008.htm, accessed January 22, 2009). It might also be noted that many of the
administration’s early foreign policy decisions have demonstrated a US desire to appear more engaging
with both friends and foes, and a move away from the widespread perception that under President Bush
the US did not take other country’s opinions into account before reaching decisions. Thus, regarding

allies, President Obama has given speeches across Europe (for example) where he has emphasized the
need to craft new policies that take European interests into account. And regarding foes, the President
has called for formal talks with Iran and announced a new chapter in US-Russia relations, both of which
are intended to symbolize a new US approach to international relations.

18 See, for example, Elinor Sloan, “Canada’s International Security Policy Under a Conservative
Government,” in Andrew F. Cooper and Dane Rowlands (eds.), Canada Among Nations 2006: Minorities
and Priorities, (Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2006).

19 Reflecting this, the (former) US Ambassador to Canada, David Wilkins, said in the fall of 2008 that “I
think there’s been a remarkable improvement in the tone of the relationship....in the last three years.”
See “A Conversation with the US Ambassador,” Policy Options, vol. 29, no. 9, (October 2008). Similarly, in
September 2009, the outgoing Canadian Ambassador to the US, Michael Wilson, said that “the tone of the
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That said, the new Democratic government in Washington will undoubtedly bring
with it some new concerns and challenges, particularly given some of the statements that
candidate Obama made during the lengthy election campaign (recall, for example, his
comments calling for significant changes to NAFTA, remarks that sparked controversy in
both Canada and the US®). Indeed, within weeks of the president taking office, the
Democratically-controlled Congress passed a massive stimulus bill that contained a “Buy
American” provision, a development that immediately sparked new tensions in the
relationship, and posed the first real test between Prime Minister Harper and the new
President.?! At the same time, though, it is also clear that given the enormous popularity

of President Obama in Canada,? the door seems open to a new chapter in bilateral

[Canada-US] relationship is clearly better” than it had been when he took up the position in 2006. See
“Michael Wilson in Conversation with John Geddes,” Maclean’s, September 14, 2009.

20 During the Democratic primaries in 2007 and ‘08, both candidate Obama and his primary challenger,
Senator Hillary Clinton, said that the US should consider withdrawing from NAFTA unless parts of the
treaty were re-negotiated. However, in March 2008, the Associated Press released details of a memo that
it reported had been written by a Canadian embassy official following a meeting with Obama’s senior
economic policy advisor, Austan Goolsbee. The memo suggested that Obama’s threat should be viewed
as “political positioning”, and did not reflect a “clear articulation of policy plans”. Coming just days
before the crucial Ohio primary (which Senator Clinton won), the memo threatened to derail Obama’s
campaign. Facing opposition calls that the leak constituted a major diplomatic embarrassment, Prime
Minister Harper established an internal committee to investigate, but its report in May of 2008 proved
inconclusive. See “Canadian Memo Suggests Obama’s NAFTA Comments Political Positioning’,”
CBC.ca, March 3, 2008, and “Signs Point to PMO in NAFTA Leak,” The Toronto Star, May 27, 2008. In any
event, since taking office in January, President Obama has not given any indication that he is interested in
re-opening NAFTA. See “No Plan to Reopen NAFTA, says US Trade Rep,” The Toronto Star, April 20,
2009.

21 In February 2009, the US Congress passed a $787 billion stimulus bill that contained provisions that
banned foreign companies from being awarded steel and manufacturing contracts. Almost immediately,
Canadian Trade Minister Stockwell Day warned that if the provisions were to become law, Canada
would have no choice but to take legal action. Over the summer, talks aimed at giving Canada an
exemption began, but little progress was reported. However, at a meeting between President Obama and
Prime Minister Harper in September 2009, details of a possible compromise emerged. The two sides
appointed negotiators to explore the possibility of an agreement that would give American companies
access to provincial and municipal contracts in Canada, in exchange for opening state and local contracts
in the US to Canadian firms. See “Obama Offers Reassurance but no Breakthrough in Buy American
Issue,” The National Post, September 16, 2009, and “Keep Buy American in ‘Perspective’: Obama,” The
Globe and Mail, September 17, 2009. Recognizing that even if an agreement can be worked out it would
need the approval of House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, Prime
Minister Harper held meetings with both during the same September visit.

22 President Obama’s popularity in Canada is nothing short of astonishing. In March 2008, a poll was
released that showed that if Mr. Obama led either of Canada’s major political parties, that party would
easily win a federal election (an Obama-led Liberal Party would have 33 per cent support, compared to 18
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relations, as the traditional Canadian wariness toward the US seems to have largely

disappeared — at least for the time being.

This paper will be divided into two sections, corresponding with the issues
identified above. The first will examine the Canadian missile defence debate, which
culminated with the decision to reject involvement in the US program. The second will
focus on Canadian defence expenditures, and the effect that low spending has had on
military capabilities and the CF more generally. The study will conclude with a section
outlining recent developments to both NORAD and the Bi-national Planning Group
(BPG), a Canada-US defence study group formed in 2002 to enhance bilateral cooperation.

A final note of caution should be added, though. This paper focuses on Canadian
actions and decisions that have adversely affected the bilateral defence relationship. As
noted, this does not mean that the US is without responsibility for the downturn, and
perhaps a subsequent study on American actions that have contributed to the decline will
be written in the future. This paper, however, does not address that question, and thus

readers should be aware of its specific focus.

Part I The Canadian Missile Defence Debate

The Canadian decision to decline involvement in the US missile defence program
was one of the most important decisions in the history of the bilateral defence relationship.

Unlike the nuclear weapons decision in the early 1960s? or the decision over cruise missile

per cent for the Tories, while an Obama-led Conservative Party would lead the Liberals 32-15). See
“Obama would Win in Canada: Poll,” The Toronto Star, March 7, 2008. A poll commissioned shortly after
Mr. Obama became president revealed continuing strong support, as 41 per cent of respondents said they
wanted closer ties with the US, an enormous change from the Bush years when Canadians rated
President Bush’s leadership below that of Russia’s Vladimir Putin. See “Canada’s Love Affair with
Barrack Obama,” Maclean’s, February 13, 2009. More recently, a September 2009 poll showed these
attitudes have not appreciably changed, with 52 per cent of Canadians saying that they viewed Mr.
Obama’s presence in the White House as a positive development for Canada. The poll also showed that
while 39 per cent of respondents had said in October 2008 (ie., at the end of the Bush presidency) that
Canada needed to maintain its distance from the US, that number has now declined to just 13 per cent.
See “Obama’s Popularity Higher than Ever in Canada: Poll,” The National Post, September 20, 2009.

2 For reviews, see Andrew Richter, Avoiding Armageddon: Canadian Military Strategy and Nuclear Weapons,
1950-1963, (Vancouver: UBC Press and Michigan State University Press, 2003); Sean M. Maloney, Learning
to Love the Bomb: Canada’s Nuclear Weapons During the Cold War, (Dulles, Virginia: Potomac Books, 2007);
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testing in the early 1980s,* in this case the Canadian government chose to reject
cooperation with the US. While I believe that Canada made the wrong decision, that
judgement is not based on the importance that the US attached to the issue (which was
considerable), or the possibility (now largely discounted) of long-term political fallout.
Rather, I believe that the US offer was in Canada’s political and military interest, and
would have sent a clear signal that Ottawa remains committed to cooperating in North
American defence, a long-standing tenet of Canadian security policy, and one which

successive governments have supported.?

It is not necessary to review the entire history of the decision, as several studies
have been written that deal with many of the basic issues.?* Rather, the following account
will focus on the critical period in the debate, beginning in late 2003 and lasting until the
final verdict was announced in February 2005. It was during this 16 month period that
most of the major developments took place, and the dynamics of the Canadian debate
became clear. Indeed, the carefully cultivated ambiguity that had dominated Canada’s
initial debate unravelled during this period, and a series of statements and developments
strongly suggested eventual Canadian participation. It was largely because of this
impression that the final decision was met with such surprise and disappointment in

many quarters.

In brief, though, it should be noted that Canada first began to consider cooperating

and most recently, Patricia I. McMahon, Essence of Indecision: Diefenbaker’s Nuclear Policy, 1957-1963,
(Montreal: McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2009).

2 For a review, see John Clearwater, Just Dummies: Cruise Missile Testing in Canada, (Calgary: University
of Calgary Press, 2006).

% In fact, just two months after the missile defence decision was announced, the government released its
International Policy Statement, which reaffirmed that “defending North America in cooperation with the
United States” remained one of the three “broad roles” of the CF (the other two being “protecting
Canadians” and “contributing to international peace and security”). See Canada’s International Policy
Statement: A Role of Pride and Influence in the World [Defence], (Ottawa: Department of National Defence,
2005). It might be noted that these roles have remained largely unchanged since being first identified in
the 1964 White Paper on Defence, and were most recently re-stated in the “Canada First Defence Strategy”,
a 20 year defence plan released in June 2008 (see note 82 below).

26 See, for example, James Fergusson, "Shall we Dance? The Missile Defence Decision, NORAD Renewal, and
the Future of Canada-US Defence Relations," Canadian Military Journal, vol. 6, no. 2, (Summer 2005) and
David McDonough, "BMD and US Strategic Doctrine: Canadian Strategic Interests in the Debate on Missile
Defence," Journal of Military and Strategic Studies, vol. 9, no. 3, (Spring 2007), (www.jmss.org, accessed October
7,2008).
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in the US missile defence program in 1997, and despite strong support from within the
Department of National Defence (DND), the Chrétien government adopted a cautious
“wait-and-see” attitude. Particularly important during the first few years of the debate
was the role played by Foreign Affairs Minister Lloyd Axworthy, who issued a series of
statements that downplayed the possibility of Canadian involvement, and indicated that
unless Canadian concerns -- which largely focussed on the possible “weaponization of
space” and the prospects for a renewed arms race between the US and Russia?” -- could be
satisfied, Canada’s participation was unlikely. Perhaps reflecting Axworthy’s dominant
role in the process, for two years following his resignation from politics in 2000, the

Chrétien government essentially stopped talking about missile defence altogether.

However, this self-imposed silence ended in early 2003, when conflicting signals
regarding Canada’s possible participation emerged. First, both Defence Minister John
McCallum and Foreign Affairs Minister Bill Graham made statements that indicated that
Ottawa was leaning toward involvement in the US program. And yet, just a few days
after Graham made his initial statement, he made a second one that suggested that such
participation was primarily intended to prevent the American weaponization of space,
hardly an unambiguous declaration of support.?® Shortly after, it was reported that the
Liberal government had decided to postpone a final decision, likely reflecting a political
calculation that the risks associated with any judgement favouring participation were
simply too great in an environment where a federal election was approaching and public

support toward missile defence was unclear.” As a result, Canada’s unofficial policy of

7 Additional concerns included that missile defence would de-stabilize an already volatile international
environment, that the system was not technologically feasible, and that it would be prohibitively
expensive to construct and deploy. Indicative of Axworthy’s thinking was a May 2000 letter (co-written
with the Swedish Foreign Minister Anna Lindh) that was sharply critical of the US, and of its perceived
willingness to forego multilateralism in order to pursue its interests unilaterally. See “Axworthy Slams
Missile Plan in Swedish Newspaper,” The National Post, (May 5, 2000). Readers might note that this letter
was published during the final months of the Clinton presidency, one not generally regarded to have
acted in a unilateral fashion.

2 McCallum noted that Ottawa still had an “open mind” on the question of Canadian participation,
while Graham initially said that there was a “long tradition of Canada and the United States working
together on the defence of North America, because it’s in our interest....if one is attacked, the other is at
risk.” See “*Open Mind’ on Role in Missile Plan: McCallum Aide,” The National Post, January 27, 2003
and “NORAD Could be in Jeopardy if Canada’s Doesn’t Join Missile Defence: Cellucci,” The Peterborough
Examiner, May 3, 2003. For Graham'’s second statement, see “Missile Defence ‘in our Interest’,” The
Ottawa Citizen, May 7, 2003.

2 Throughout the missile defence debate, public opinion on the issue was divided. For example, a poll
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deliberate ambiguity was continued.

If one was to predict the likelihood of Canada's eventual decision at this time, then,
one could have reasonably argued that the odds were roughly 50-50, with the net result
being that the final decision was still very much in doubt. That sense of uncertainty was
exacerbated by the internal split the issue was causing for the Liberal Party, especially
with regards to its Quebec and Women's caucuses, where opinion ran strongly opposed to

involvement.3

As noted, however, this ambiguity began to end by late 2003, and particularly with
the emergence of Paul Martin as the successor to Jean Chrétien. The first indication of this
was an interview that Martin gave in April 2003 when he was still campaigning for the
Liberal leadership. On CTV’s Question Period, Martin said that “I certainly don’t want to
see Canada isolated from any moves the United States might take to protect the
continent....If there are going to be missiles that are going off...over Canadian airspace....I
think that we want to be at the table.”?! The statement was the most definitive yet made
by a senior Canadian politician, and seemed to set the stage for Ottawa’s eventual
participation. That sense was dramatically strengthened several months later, in
November on the day that Martin assumed the Liberal leadership. When asked in a press
conference whether Canada should cooperate more closely with the US, Martin said that
“if you're talking about the defence of North America, Canada has to be at the table,” a

seemingly unambiguous declaration of support.?> Combined, the two statements strongly

completed in May 2003 revealed that 60 per cent of Canadians supported involvement in the project,
while 33 per cent opposed. See SES Media Release, “Opposition Parties Fired up on Missile Defence,”
May 27, 2003, (www.nanoresearch.com/main.asp, accessed January 10, 2008). An additional poll
conducted in February 2004 similarly found 64 per cent of respondents favouring participation. See
“Canadians Want Harmonized US-Canada Security Policy,” The National Post, (February 11, 2004).
However, in these and other polls, there was a regional element at play, with opinion in Quebec sharply
opposed to the program. In any event, by 2005 public opinion had moved strongly against participation.
Thus, a March poll (conducted in the days following the announcement) found that 57 per cent of
respondents opposed the program, with only 26 per cent in favour. See “Poll Shows Canadians Back PM
on Missile Defence,” CTV.ca, March 22, 2005.

3 Regarding Quebec attitudes toward missile defence, David Haglund has noted that “what is
noteworthy is the unanimity on display in the Quebec discussions, with near-total agreement that missile
defence must be bad, the only items of disagreement arising over exactly why this should be so.” As
cited in Nossal, p. 26.

31 As quoted in Stein and Lang, p. 161.

% Martin quoted in David T. Jones, "When Politics Trumps Security: A Washington Vantage Point," Policy

“
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suggested that the new Prime Minister’s mind was largely made, and that Canada needed

to cooperate with the US on this issue.

In January 2004, the Martin government surprised observers when it agreed to a
formal bilateral exchange of letters which outlined Canada's willingness to negotiate an
agreement on missile defence (this followed an earlier May 2003 decision to begin bilateral
negotiations aimed at defining the possible Canadian role in the missile defence
program?®), thereby again suggesting that the key decision had essentially been made.
While the government immediately denied that the negotiations signified a final
pronouncement to support Washington's plan, the sense that Canada had passed a critical
threshold was strengthened. As Janice Stein and Eugene Lang have noted, "the purpose of
the letter was clear. It was a strong signal that the new prime minister would no longer

dither and that Canada would participate in [missile defence]."3

In April 2004, The Globe and Mail reported that the government had decided to
participate, but was waiting until after the upcoming federal election before making a
formal announcement.®® In August, a critical amendment to NORAD ensured that it
would share information with the new US Northern Command®® (an American military
command established in 2002 that shares some of the air defence responsibilities of
NORAD) and the American ground-based ballistic missile defence system on missile

warning and detection -- known as Integrated Tactical Warning and Attack Assessment,

Options, vol. 26, no. 4, (May 2005), p. 46. See also “Open Nomination Part of Martin’s Plan,” CBC.ca,
November 15, 2003.

3 Canada’s objectives in the negotiations were reported to be: (1) to protect Canadian territory; (2) to ensure
that NORAD remains central to continental defence planning; and (3) to prevent the weaponization of space.
See “Canada in Talks to Join Missile Defence System,” The Ottawa Citizen, May 30, 2003.

3 Stein and Lang, p. 126.

35 "Martin Government Will Sign Bush's Missile-Warning Program," The Globe and Mail, April 29, 2004. In
2005, the CBC similarly reported that the Martin government had decided to join the missile defence
program in the prior year, but had concluded to make the official announcement following the election, a
decision that was re-considered after the vote and the narrow Liberal victory. See “Canada Poised to Join
Missile Defence Project Before 2004 Election: Documents,” CBC.ca, January 13, 2005.

3% After 9/11, the US government moved quickly to create a new military command that would be
responsible for homeland defence. Upon activation in 2002, US Northern Command (NORTHCOM)
assumed responsibility for an enormous geographic area that includes the US, Canada, Mexico, and parts
of the Caribbean. According to the NORTHCOM web site, the command’s mission is to “deter, prevent,
and defeat threats and aggression aimed at the United States, its territories, and interests.” For more on
NORTHCOM from a Canadian viewpoint, see Philippe Lagasse, “Northern Command and the Evolution
of Canada-US Defence Relations,” Canadian Military Journal, vol. 4, no. 1, (Spring 2003).
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or ITW/AA -- a move critics suggested indicated that Ottawa was already cooperating in
missile defence in everything but name. The following month, the new Defence Minister,
Bill Graham (who had been shuffled into the position after the June election), stated that
missile defence “is an important program in the context of Canada-US relations,” a further

indication that a decision favouring participation was likely.?”

It was at a Bush-Martin bilateral summit in November 2004, however, where the
seeds of Canada’s missile defence reversal may have been planted. The meeting set off a
political firestorm when it was reported that despite Canadian efforts to keep the missile
defence issue off the agenda, President Bush directly raised it in both his discussions with
the Prime Minister and in a speech the President gave in Halifax (and at a joint press
conference).’® Given the President's low public approval ratings (in both Canada and the
US), and continuing Canadian anger over the war in Iraq, the timing could scarcely have
been worse.* There can be little doubt that the American interjection into the Canadian
debate complicated the government’s thinking, as Prime Minister Martin — the leader of a

rather shaky minority government*’ -- would now have to be acutely aware of the political

37 “Missile Defence Talks Important for Canada: Graham,” CBC.ca, September 23, 2004.

38 In actual fact, the language used by President Bush was quite innocuous. In his press conference, Bush
said “we also discussed ways to strengthen the security partnership that for more than six decades has
helped to keep this continent peaceful and secure. We talked about the future of NORAD, and how that
organization can best meet emerging threats and safeguard our continent against attack from ballistic
missiles.” In his Halifax speech, the President said that “I hope we will also move forward on ballistic
missile defence cooperation to protect the next generation of Canadians and Americans from the threats
we know will arise.” See “The Long Summit,” The Globe and Mail, December 1, 2004, and “Evoking
World War II, Bush Prods Canadians,” The Globe and Mail, December 2, 2004. Despite the mildness of
these words — a point that an editorial in The Globe and Mail recognized — the reaction was incredibly
fierce, with The Globe’s Jeffrey Simpson saying that “Mr. Bush slid a knife into Mr. Martin’s ribs,” while
columnist John Ibbitson wrote that President Bush had thrown “a political stink bomb into Paul Martin’s
lap.”

3 Stein and Lang, p. 164. It might be noted that in the press conference, the Prime Minister emphasized
that “Canada will make a decision in Canada’s interest, and the timing of that decision will be in
Canada’s interest,” a reflection of Martin’s discomfort that the issue had been raised at all. See “Martin
Takes Heat on Missile Defence,” The Globe and Mail, December 2, 2004.

40 The outcome of the June 2004 election resulted in a divided House of Commons. The Liberals won 135
seats, the Tories 99, the Bloc Quebecois 54, the NDP 19, and one independent was elected. The Liberal
minority government was particularly precarious because the combined seat count of the Liberals and the
NDP (parties that could normally be expected to support one another) totaled 154 seats, the exact same
number as the combined count for the Tories, BQ, and the one independent (Chuck Cadman, a former
Conservative). Thus, the government was in danger of being defeated at virtually any time, a point
Prime Minister Martin was obviously aware of, and resulted in him looking for political advantage at all
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consequences of being perceived as “bending” to the US will on missile defence (even
though by this time the issue had been on the Canadian radar for years). In effect, by
publicly commenting on the issue, the President dramatically changed the political
dynamic of the decision. It is thus entirely possible that this was a key turning point in the
debate, the moment when a likely Canadian “yes” decision turned into a “not so fast” one

(and ultimately a “no”).*!

In December 2004, in a year-ending interview, Prime Minister Martin revealed
three key considerations for Canada's eventual decision -- ie., there could be no missile
interceptors on Canadian soil, there could be no weaponization of space, and there would
be no Canadian money for the program. Despite the appearance of significant objections,
the introduction of these three criteria did not interject anything new into the debate, as all
were consistent with an eventual decision to cooperate.*> Around the same time, the
Quebec wing of the Liberal Party adopted a resolution calling for the government to
decline the US invitation, or any other initiative that would lead to the possible
weaponization of space, another political dynamic at play in a decision that suddenly had

no shortage of such considerations.

On February 22, 2005, Canada's incoming ambassador to the US, Frank McKenna,
appeared before the House of Commons Standing Committee on Foreign Affairs and
stated publicly that Canada was effectively already participating in missile defence as a
result of changes made to NORAD the previous summer. As he noted to reporters after
his testimony, "we are part of [missile defence] now, and the question is what more do we
need to do?"* The media, assuming that an in-coming ambassador would have been well
briefed before appearing in front of a Parliamentary committee, quickly concluded that
McKenna's comments constituted Canada's long-delayed 'official® decision, and
immediately began reporting this (these stories appeared widely in newspapers on
February 23). It thus appeared that a decision in favour of participation had finally been

times. For a discussion of the election results, see Elisabeth Gidengil et al., “Back to the Future? Making
Sense of the 2004 Canadian Election Outside Quebec,” Canadian Journal of Political Science, vol. 39, no. 1,
(March 2006).

4 Prime Minister Martin himself has argued this. In a 2007 interview with authors Janice Stein and
Eugene Lang, Martin said that after President Bush made his public pronouncement on Canadian
cooperation, he turned to Bush and remarked “we are now a lot further away than we were five minutes
ago.” Stein and Lang, p. 164.

42 Fergusson, p. 18.

4 As cited in Stein and Lang, p. 172.
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made.

And yet, the next day, Foreign Affairs Minister Pierre Pettigrew announced in the
House of Commons that Canada would not participate in the US program, saying that
while Canada “respects the right of the United States to defend itself and its
people....ballistic missile defence is not where [the Canadian government] will
concentrate [its defence] efforts.”#* The Minister further stated that the government’s
decision was partly based on a desire to spend Canadian resources on other defence
programs (despite the fact that Ottawa had never been asked to make a financial
contribution to the program). Indeed, in the very same speech, Pettigrew announced a
substantial increase in the defence budget, thereby signalling that a "no" on missile

defence was not meant as a "no" toward defence in general.

While exploring the reasons behind the government’s final decision falls outside
the scope of this paper, it seems likely that a combination of public doubt (while popular
opinion was mixed, missile defence critics did a better job of attracting attention), strategic
ambiguity (there were legitimate questions about what Canada was being asked to agree
to*), political considerations (many saw missile defence as a proxy for the unpopular Bush
administration), and the timing of President Bush’s interjection ultimately persuaded the
government to decline the offer. Furthermore, the Martin government, having won a
narrow election victory in 2004, recognized that it was likely going to face a new vote in
the near-future, and agreeing to missile defence could result in diminished support
(particularly in Quebec).* Thus, as David McDonough has noted, “it is likely that the

# “Canada Says 'No’ to Missile Defence: Martin,” CTV.ca, February 25, 2005.

# Stein and Lang assert that despite repeated Canadian attempts to get answers to basic questions, US
officials either could not or would not provide clarity. As the authors ask (referencing questions that the
Prime Minister had), “did [missile defence] imply the weaponization of space? What control or influence,
if any, would Canada have over the development of the system? Would it be designed to cover Canadian
cities if Ottawa signed on?..Would the United States ever seek the use of Canadian territory to base
radars or interceptors?...And, finally, how would the system work to provide security for Canada?” (pp.
164-165). Stein and Lang quote Scott Reid, Martin’s Director of Communications, as saying that
American officials had a “staggering inability to articulate what [missile defence] was, and what we were
being asked [to do].” That said, readers might note that co-author Lang was chief of staff for Defence
Ministers John McCallum and Bill Graham (affiliations that are mentioned only ambiguously in the
book), and thus is hardly an impartial observer in the matter.

46 Roy Rempel, Dreamland: How Canada’s Pretend Foreign Policy Has Undermined Sovereignty, (Montreal:
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 2006), p. 11. On the question of political factors favouring a “no”
decision, Brian Bow has written that “the public was divided at the national level, [and] there really was a
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senior members of the Paul Martin government were swayed, not by any careful analysis
of Canadian strategic interests vis-a-vis missile defence, but rather for reasons of sheer
political expediency.”#” Lastly, “standing up” to the US is a time-tested Canadian political

strategy, and one that numerous governments have adopted over the years.*

The Canadian distinction that a “no” on missile